Introduction
Since the late 19 th century, the presence of an independent and meritocratic bureaucracy has been posited as an advantage for effective bureaucratic behavior and a means of limiting patrimonial networks and corruption, among other benefits (Northcote and Trevelyan 1853; Wilson 1887) . In his influential writings, Max Weber (1978 Weber ( [1922 ) argued that the bureaucratic organization, based on merit principles, was a superior form of organization which, in addition to other things, contributes to economic development. These suggestions have informed debates in political science, sociology and economics ever since, and modern day studies have often confirmed the original ideas (Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2012; Evans and Rauch 1999; Krause, Lewis, and Douglas 2006; Horn 1995; Miller 2000; Peters and Pierre 2001) .
There is little consensus on how the features of an independent and meritocratic bureaucracy should be measured across countries, however, and broad empirical studies are therefore rare. The few such studies that exist have advanced measures that focus on certain aspects of meritocratic practices such as hiring, predictable long-term employment, time horizons and relatively high salaries, always on the country level. They are also constructed exclusively on expert surveys (Dahlström et al. 2015; Evans and Rauch 1999; Teorell, Dahlström and Dahlberg 2011) . Although these have indeed contributed to the knowledge in the field, the data on which they are built come with some problems. First, even though expert assessments are sometimes the only way to learn about complex variables, and are therefore valuable tools, they are far from perfect. Probably everyone would agree that more direct, experienced based measures are preferable. Second, even when we talk about national bureaucracies in centralized countries, there are remarkable differences within countries in how institutions perform de facto and in policy outcomes (Charron and Lapuente 2013; Charron, Dijsktra and Lapuente 2014; Tabellini 2008) . Country means naturally miss this variation and therefore introduce what Stein Rokkan (1970) called a "whole-nation-bias" into comparative studies. Third, as Olsen (2005) remarks, there are many aspects of a Weberian bureaucracy that do not pull in the same direction. Aggregating different aspects of it-for example into a "Weberianess scale" (Evans and Rauch 1999, 755 )-might therefore bias conclusions.
Here we propose a set of novel measures that complement existing measures in all these three aspects and thus fill important gaps in this burgeoning literature. The measures we present are not based on expert assessments but on public sector employees' experience and citizens' perceptions.
We create two measures-that can be combined into one-from a recent survey (2013) of over 85,000 citizens in 24 European countries. One taps directly into public sector employees' experiences and asks whether they think success in the public sector is based on merit or on connections and luck. The other is based on perceptions of citizens working outside the public sector. In order not to have to trust country means, we follow Snyder's (2001) suggestion and explore within country variation at the sub-national level that allows scholars to test causal inferences within countries, which constitutes a new level of analysis in this field. To capture this, the survey offers a sample of over 400 respondents in 212 regions in the 24 European countries included, which makes it possible for us also to explore spatial variations in bureaucratic meritocracy within countries. We are therefore able to offer the first indicator of regional level experiences and perceptions of the extent to which the public sector is meritocratic, together with aggregated cross-country measures. Finally, we follow Evans and Rauch (1999) and study the personnel side, because it is arguably the most important side of an independent and meritocratic bureaucracy. However, in contrast to previous measures that focus on the de jure rules (salaries, hiring practices etc.), we capture more closely the de facto side-whether success in the public sector is based on merit, according to current employees (experiences) and citizens who are both potential employees and users (perceptions).
The rest of this paper discusses the survey in general and the questions employed to build our two measures. We use the experienced based measure to map meritocracy in Europe. Later, we explore the external validity of the measures provided here, showing correlations with alternative measures based on expert opinions, as well as standard variables from the literature that we would expect to correlate highly with a meritocratic bureaucracy, such as GDP per capita, corruption, bureaucratic effectiveness, rule of law, human development (HDI), measures of inequality (income and gender) and social trust. We find that when we aggregate the measures to the national level, they correlate strikingly highly with alternative, expert-based survey data, along with measures of economic and social development, which lends credibility to the sub-national indicator. The measure at the subnational level correlates highly with past measures of petty corruption (percentage of reported bribery), the European Quality of Government Index (EQI) (Charron, Dijkstra and Lapuente 2014) and several similar indices of social and economic development and social trust. Thus, despite capturing this concept from a different direction, previous measures based on formal/expert assessments are in strong agreement with our informal/citizen experience-based measure. We finally look at the extent to which meritocracy varies spatially within countries. We ask whether this variation is 5 meaningful and try to answer by means of correlating it with Kuznets' curve of economic development (1956), openness to trade, length of European Union membership and political and fiscal decentralization. Our measure correlates as expected, which is an indication that the variation it is picking up is not only random.
Measuring Meritocracy in the Public Sector: a Review of Existing

Measures
Contrary to the case in economics and political science, for example, public administration has seen few broad comparisons because the lack of data. While we know relatively much about the impact of political regimes, types of elites, openness and media freedom on for example corruption (Treisman 2007) and economic growth (Person and Tabellini 2003) , the lack of data on bureaucracies has hampered our understanding of the effects of bureaucratic structures, although there is good reason to believe that how bureaucracies are organized is very important. There are indeed several case comparisons (e.g. Silberman 1993), edited volumes with comparable case studies (e.g.
Peters and Pierre 2004) and studies on single countries (e.g. Lewis 2008 ) that make it safe to conclude that how the bureaucracy is organized, generally, and the level of meritocracy, specifically, are central to bureaucratic efficiency and effectiveness, but we don't know how important it is compared to other factors, or whether effects are similar across the globe. For that we would need data that are difficult to find.
To our knowledge there are only two datasets where the structure of bureaucracy is measured in a broad set of countries. The first is Peter Evans and James Rauch's pioneering work (Evans and Rauch 1999; Rauch and Evans 2000) that covers 35 developing or semi-industrialized countries and focuses on the period from . While it provides important insight into the bureaucratic structures of a particular group of countries that experienced unprecedented growth rates with the help of autonomous bureaucracies (such as Spain, South Korea and other Asian "Tigers"), it remains unclear whether the same results hold for other parts of the world. The second broad dataset is newer, includes more countries, and is collected by the Quality of Government Institute on two different occasions (Dahlström et al. 2015; Teorell, Dahlström and Dahlberg 2011) . Based on these two datasets, the impact of bureaucratic structures, such as meritocratic recruitment to the public sector, is shown to have a surprisingly large impact on corruption (Dahlström, Lapuente and Te-6 orell 2012; Rauch and Evans 2000) , economic growth (Evans and Rauch 1999) , poverty reduction (Henderson et al. 2007 ) and effectiveness and reform capacity (Dahlström and Lapuente 2014) .
As mentioned in the introduction, these datasets are limited as they are based on expert assessments, are thus perception based, and are only available on the national level, even though there might be a great deal of sub-national variation. Although both datasets have produced valuable results, there is very much room for improvement.
Measuring Public Sector Meritocracy 'from Below': A Citizen Experience Index
Meritocracy in the public sector According to Evans and Rauch (1999) , meritocracy in the public sector is mostly a product of two factors. The first is the weight put on education and examination when a public employee is hired, and the basic question of the grounds on which the employee is hired is a powerful signal of whom she owes her loyalty: to her peers, the Corps or the ruling party. The dividing line goes between systems that appreciate education and talent, on the one hand, and systems in which strong ties with the hiring part are pivotal, on the other.
However, although the signal given when recruiting public employees is important, it is not the only way that public employees learn what is appreciated. The second factor, claimed by Evans and Rauch (1999) , therefore concerns what makes the rest of the career successful for a public employee. In a Weberian understanding of meritocracy (Weber [1922 (Weber [ ] 1978 , predictable careers and longterm employment are important for creating a working environment in which meritocracy is rewarded. Appreciating hard work or appreciating connections gives rise to two rather different systems of governance.
We will try in this paper to measure the de facto level of meritocracy in a bureaucracy. As we will describe in more detail below, we use a different strategy than previous studies: we will not try to observe institutions and routines that are supposed to contribute to meritocracy but rather try to measure it directly.
The European Quality of Government Survey 2013
Our measure uses several survey questions from the latest round of the survey, which is funded by the European Commission's Seventh Annual Framework (Charron, Lapuente and Rothstein 2013) and is intended to track citizen experiences and perceptions of "quality of government" (QoG) in the public sector. The survey was started in February, 2013, and was conducted in the local majority language in each country/region. It included 24 questions on the quality of institutions as well as demographic questions about the respondents. The results were returned to the Quality of Government Institute (Sweden) in April, 2013.
The large international survey was conducted via telephone interviews, each of approximately ten minutes in length, during which 32 questions were posed. The total sample of respondents was over 85,000 individuals across Europe. The focus of the data is the regional level and the survey selectively sampled over 400 respondents per region. The sample size per country thus varies depending on the number of regions. The regional level for each country in the survey is based on the European Union's NUTS statistical regional level 1 . The NUTS level for each country was selected according to two factors-the extent to which elected political authorities have administrative, fiscal or political control over one or more of the public services in either health, education or law enforcement, and the price for conducting the survey. In direct consultation with the EU Commission, the NUTS 1 and 2 regions were selected on these bases 2 .
As a consequence of this dissension, one issue that must be dealt with is that the regions we are targeting in some countries-such as Germany, Belgium, Italy or Spain-are both politically and administratively meaningful, while others are less so. This is to say that their local constituents elect these regional governments, have their own autonomous revenues (either from directly taxing citizens or central government transfers or both) and a degree of autonomy with which to redistribute resources in the form of public services. In more politically centralized countries, such as Bulgaria, Romania, Slovakia or Portugal, this issue becomes more challenging. The regions of our focus (NUTS 1 or NUTS 2), while meaningful in the sense that EU development funds are targeted directly to them and that Eurostat reports annual data on them, have in some cases been mainly an 8 invention for EU statistical purposes, and are not politically meaningful. For this reason, asking a respondent in some cases whether most people in the public sector "can succeed if they are willing to work hard" in your region might be a bit confusing, since respondents from countries such as Hungary or Romania might not recognize that they are even living in that region.
It can therefore be argued that the administrative and political responsibility of the NUTS regions varies too much in different countries and thus poses a problem in analysing these data. We recognise this problem and therefore include a variable identifying the politically relevant regions, which makes it possible for anyone to take this issue into account. We would however argue against generally dropping the regions from the centralized countries as we attempt to capture all regional variation within a country and, as several other scholars have noted (e.g. Tabellini Thus, to synthesize the survey and make the results as comparable between and within countries as possible, we ask respondents questions that focus on de facto meritocracy and other concepts that the survey is trying to capture in their area.
In order to build the indictor of meritocracy discussed in this paper, we employ the following survey question:
"Which statement comes closer to your own views? 1 means you agree completely with the statement on the left; 10 means you agree completely with the statement on the right; if your views fall somewhere in between, you can choose any number between 1 and 10: 1 (In the public sector most people can succeed if they are willing to work hard) 10 (Hard work is no guarantee of success in the public sector for most people-it's more a matter of luck and connections)"
As we have indicated, we build two different measures from this question. The first is more experience based, and the second is based on perceptions. To separate between experience-based and perception-based responses, we thus take a second step and draw from the following question:
"As far as your current occupation is concerned, would you say you work in the public sector (a public sector organization is either wholly owned by the public authorities or they have a majority share), the private sector or would you say that you are without a professional ac- We record whether respondents answered that they were employed in the first five categories ("public sector") as an answer based on experiences, while all other professions fell under perceptions of public sector meritocracy. Of the over 85,000 respondents, roughly 30 percent work in the public sector in some capacity while, consequently, 70 percent do not. This gives us two different measures of meritocracy in the public sector. In the final step, we aggregate these answers, either to the regional (NUTS 1 or 2) or to the national level. Figure 1 shows the roadmap used in this paper to build the sub-national and national level indictors from the survey data.
FIGURE 1, ROADMAP FOR SUB-NATIONAL AND NATIONAL LEVEL INDICTORS (EXPERIENCES AND PERCEPTIONS)
Comment: Based on the European Quality of Government survey 2013, which has a total sample of over 85,000 individuals, with over 400 respondents per region (NUTS 1 and 2).
Correlations between the measures and variations at the sub-national and national levels We begin by looking at the correlation between the experienced-based and perception-based assessments of public sector meritocracy (e.g. public sector employees relative to non-public sector employees). This is illustrated in Figure 2 below. The data show that the two measures are in striking agreement-of the 206 regional estimates, 197 fit within a 95% confidence interval, and the Spearman Rank coefficient is 0.75. This demonstrates that there seems to be a relatively wellunderstood consensus about the extent to which success in the public sector is determined by merit versus connections/luck, irrespective of direct experience. 
FIGURE 2: COMPARISON OF EXPERIENCE VERSUS PERCEPTIONS OF PUBLIC SECTOR MERI-TOCRACY
Comment: Figure 2 shows a comparison of the experienced-based and perception-based measures of meritocracy in the public sector on the regional level in Europe (NUTS 1 and 2 levels).
If we instead use the national level indicators, which consist of the population weighted average of all regional scores in each country; the two measures are even more strongly correlated, with a Spearman Rank correlation coefficient of 0.89, with no apparent outliers (see Figure 3 below).
We now move on to look at the spatial variation within Europe, with the help of our experienced measure on meritocracy. Overall, we find that there is significant variation in how public sector employees view the road to success in their field, yet respondents in the majority of European regions tend to lean towards '"luck and connections" (as indicated by a score greater than "5"). We find that the regional scores range from 4.3 (South Midland, England) to 8.3 (Belgrade Region, Serbia). Taken together, we make two observations so far: first, the correlation between the experiencedbased and perception-based measures is high on the regional level and very high on the national level, and, second, there appears to be a large variation in some countries regarding how important merit is for success in the public sector across Europe on both the regional and national levels. 
The National Level
In this section we compare the measures presented in the previous section with other measures of meritocracy in the public sector, as well as indicators of institutional quality such as measures of public sector impartiality, corruption and rule of law, along with several correlates that have been elucidated in the literature. Although we would not expect the measure in this study to correlate exactly with alternative measures (we rely on citizens, not experts, etc.), a strong correlation with other related factors and established measures would demonstrate that the meritocracy measure in this study actually captures the underlying concept in question. As already noted, most existing measures are on the national, and not on the sub-national, level. We therefore start with the national level, for which Table 1 provides the correlates 3 . Teorell, Dahlström and Dahlberg (2011) . The data are taken from the QoG institute's database (Teorell et al. 2013 ).
Assessing the criterion validity of the measure with other measures of different ways of organizing the public sector (Dahlström, Lapuente and Teorell 2012; Teorell and Rothstein 2012) , we find that the citizen experience measure is highly correlated with two of the three dimensions ("impartiality"
and "professionalism") while it is unrelated to "closedness". The "professionalism" index picks up the personnel side, including independence from politics, and meritocratic recruitment, and the "impartiality" index taps into neutral service delivery, while the "closedness" index measures the extent to which the bureaucracy is protected by, for example, special labor market laws. That the de facto measurement we are presenting here correlated with the two former but not with the latter is in fact exactly what one would expect, and underlines the point made earlier with reference to Olsen (2005) . It is also in line with observations of cases in Southern Europe, such as Spain and Greece, with extensive protection for the bureaucracy, combined with high levels of politicization (Parrado 2000; Sotiropoulos 2004 ).
In addition, we find that the correlations with similar indicators of institutional capacity, impartiality, rule of law and corruption are also in the expected direction, and fairly strong, with various measures of state capacity-corruption, rule of law and government effectiveness. All correlate with our measure at 0.72 or higher, and the correlations are significant at the 99.9% level of confidence.
In testing for construct validity, the measures of economic and social development, such as the HDI and per capita income, are also significant in pairwise correlations. On the basis of previous research we would predict that a meritocratic public sector is one that is highly related with impartiality-and thus more equal outcome across social groups on average-and we find that the measure is highly correlated with three measures of inequality (Henderson et al. 2007; Rauch and Evans 2000) .
The two measures of gender inequality-political and economic-correlate at 0.38 and 0.52 respectively. Finally, the measure presented here is strongly correlated with political trust, at 0.76, which is also expected (Rothstein 2011) . 4 The Gini index is in the expected direction, but non-significant, mostly due to several post-socialist countries, such as the Ukraine, Serbia and Slovakia, still having relatively low levels of income inequality (and low meritocracy) while England and Ireland demonstrate the reverse pattern.
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In general, Turkey is an outlier in our sample, and its exclusion noticeably increases almost all correlations in Table 1 . Figures 5 and 6 are graphs of our experienced-based measure with the "impartiality" and "professionalism" indices from the QoG expert survey data (Teorell, Dahlström and Dahlberg 2011) included in Table 1 . We highlight the two significant factors in the two above figures, whereby we find that our citizen-based, informal measure correlated remarkably strongly with the expert-based more formal rules measures. Some outliers, such as Turkey and Croatia in Figure 5 and Ireland, Croatia and Turkey in Figure 6 , warrant further investigation.
FIGURE 5, EXPERT VERSUS CITIZEN MEASURES OF MERITOCRACY (IMPARTIALITY) FIGURE 6, EXPERT VERSUS CITIZEN MEASURES OF MERITOCRACY (PROFESSIONALISM)
All in all, the correlations on the national level are in the expected direction, showing a high degree of both criterion (with the QoG variables) and content (with the development, equality and trust variables) validity, and therefore strengthen our confidence in the measure presented here.
The Sub-National Level Table 2 highlights simple pairwise correlations with outside measures that we would expect to correlate with our measure of meritocracy on the sub-national level. Data availability at the subnational level is not as good as the national level, but we start with comparing the meritocracy measure with our index of regional-level quality of government from the EQI (Charron, Dijkstra and Lapuente 2014; . The data are available in two rounds, 2010 and 2013 (the latter is based on the same survey as the meritocracy measure). We find that the 2010 EQI correlates with our meritocracy measure at 0.72, while this is at 0.60 in 2013. The drop in the strength of the correlation is due to the inclusion of the Turkish regions, which are ranked much higher on the meritocracy measure than the EQI.
We then take two sub-components from the EQI-a measure of direct experience with corruption (reported petty corruption) and the perceived level of impartiality in several regional public services (education, health service, law enforcement). The correlations are negative as expected, relatively strong-between -0.54 and -0.56-and significant at the 99.9% level of confidence for both 2010 and 2013.
Next we look at the meritocracy measure in relation to other factors, again reported in Table 3 , and find that PPP per capita, income inequality and the gender gap in political representation correlate at 0.47, 0.29 and 0.43, respectively. Capital regions are recorded as (slightly) less meritocratic on average. We also find that the aggregate levels of economic satisfaction (from the same survey) are correlated with meritocracy. Whether a region is autonomous and the size of the region (in terms of population density) is unrelated to the level of meritocracy, even when controlling for the level of PPP per capita.
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In Figure 7 , we highlight the bivariate relationship between our meritocracy measure and the past value of the EQI measure (from 2010), which are highly correlated, with a Spearman Rank measure of 0.71.
FIGURE 7, MERITOCRACY AND THE EQI 2010
Comment: The figure shows the correlation between the experienced-based meritocracy measure in the 2010 EQI (Charron, Lapuente and Rothstein 2013 ).
In our view, the correlations presented here demonstrate strong external validity for the measure presented. Without exception, the new measurement correlates as expected with other measures on the sub-national level.
Spatial Variations of Public Sector Meritocracy within Countries
Next we examine the level of within-country variation in public sector meritocracy. regional estimates around the country estimates (circles). The regional data are not centered in any way, and thus we see that the country context is highly salient in the assessments of meritocracy on which we base our measure, as the regional distribution is far from random. However, it does appear that, in several cases, the regional distribution is highly relevant and worth further exploration.
FIGURE 8, WITHIN-COUNTY VARIATION IN MERITOCRACY IN THE PUBLIC SECTOR
Comment: The figure shows the distribution of meritocracy scores for each country in rank order (triangles) with all respective regional estimates around the country estimates (circles).
To compare the extent to which regional estimates vary in a country, we calculate a population weighted regional Gini index measure for each country, in which lower scores indicate less regional variation. Figure 9 shows the results. We see that Serbia (which includes Kosovo), Bulgaria, Romania, Italy and Turkey demonstrate the widest regional variation, while regions in Belgium, Greece, Hungary, Finland and Denmark are much more evenly distributed. To further explore the validity of the measure presented here, we would like to make sure that the variation is meaningful, and not only random. The question is thus what factors could explain why citizens in certain regions of some countries assess public sector meritocracy so differently, while, in other cases, there are relatively small spatial variations, and the within-country variation in the measure presented here correlates with the explanations in an expected way. For this, we rely on several explanations from the literature on regional inequalities in wealth within countries.
Scholars of a host of disciplines have been interested in the question of regional inequality for decades, and empirical and theoretical analyses focusing on regional inequalities began many years ago (Myrdal 1957; Williamson 1865 ). Moreover, it should be stressed that the literature on differences in economic divergences between countries is theoretically and empirically distinct from that on regional divergences within them. While space does not permit an entirely compressive review of this literature, we summarize several relevant strands in this section. Kuznet's (1955) curve hypothesis, the neoclassical explanations postulate that regional divergence/convergence is a natural function of a country's development. Scholarship in this model tends to stress the non-linear bell curve pattern of regional inequalities, highlighting factors such as competitive advantage and constant returns to scale as key mechanisms behind changes in regional inequalities. The essence of the theory here implies a non-linear inverted U-shaped relationship-that regional inequalities are small at low levels of development (all regions are more or less equally poor), then, at moderate levels of development, regional divergence occurs, while, at high levels of development, regions are more harmonized.
Second, while some studies show the benefits of increases in trade for overall growth (Dollar 1992; Frankel and Romer 1999) , other scholars have posited that one consequence is that which is positively linked with regional inequality. Based on the work of Krugman (1991) , several studies have developed models of the "New Economic Geography" (NEG), which elucidates the effects of how globalization and openness to trade produce tensions for regional balances, via centrifugal and centripetal forces. Thus we would expect divergences in the spatial distribution of meritocracy across regions within countries to be related to the level of economic openness at the country level.
Third, political institutions, such as the extent to which a country is decentralized, could allow for regional variations in public sector practices that would impact the level of meritocracy-although the literature and empirical evidence are largely divided on this point. For example, Prud'homme (1995) argues that the greater the level of decentralization in the public sector, the less power the central government has to harmonize levels of development among its regions via redistribution.
Regions that are more endowed with human capital, natural resources or beneficial geographic positions are more likely to grow faster than less endowed regions when a country decentralizes, at least in the short to medium run. We thus look at the level of political and fiscal centralization compared with the spatial distribution of meritocracy.
Fourth, and finally, one of the cornerstone policies of the EU is regional cohesion-and thus countries and regions that have been member states for a longer period of time may have benefited from the numerous public sector investments made by the Commission to aid less developed regions in catching up. We would thus expect that time as an EU member would be negatively correlated with the level of regional variation in meritocracy. Table 3 shows bivariate correlations based on these various hypotheses. We find that, despite a relatively small number of observations, that spatial variation in public sector meritocracy within countries is related to the level of economic development and to several governance measures, including rule of law, corruption perceptions and the overall level of impartiality in the public sector. We find also that economic openness is negatively correlated with regional inequalities, which is probably due to the fact that all countries in the sample are mid to highly developed. Thus we see only the right side of a somewhat inverted U-shaped curve, with Ukraine standing out as an outlier.
Length of membership in the EU is significant at the 04% level of confidence, which possibly suggests the effect of convergence policy harmonizing regions within countries. Population, unemployment and decentralization appear to have no relation with spatial differences in public sector meritocracy.
We highlight the bivariate relationship between the regional variation in meritocracy and economic development in Figure 10 .
FIGURE 10, VARIANCE IN MERITOCRACY AND PPP PER CAPITA (LOG)
Although it would be premature to draw any conclusions on the explanatory power of any of the hypotheses presented in this section, based only on bivariate correlations, we think that it is encouraging that the within-country variation seems to fit existing theories fairly well. Again this speaks for the validity of the experienced-based measure of meritocracy presented here.
Conclusion
This paper has proposed a novel measure of meritocracy in the public sector that complements existing measures (Dahlström et al. 2015; Evans and Rauch 1999; Teorell, Dahlström and Dahlberg 2011) . From a recent survey (2013) of over 85,000 citizens in 24 European countries, we create two measures of the extent to which public sector employees think success in the public sector is based on merit, or on connections and luck. The first measure presented in this paper is an experiencebased measure of meritocracy and, to our knowledge, the first of its kind. We also present a perception-based measure. Both these measures are contrary to previous studies available on the subnational level, as the survey offers a sample of over 400 respondents in 212 regions (NUTS 1 and The purpose of this paper has been to present and validate the data, and we think we can draw three conclusions from the analysis. First, after an external and internal validation that consistently points in the expected direction, we think that the measure presented there actually captures the de facto meritocracy in the public sector. Second, we conclude that regions within countries vary in terms of meritocracy in the public sector to a fairly large extent. Third, we conduct a very preliminary analysis of why there are regional differences, looking only at bivariate correlations. We find that, despite a relatively small number of observations, spatial variation in public sector meritocracy within countries is related to level of economic development, and to several 'governance' measures, including rule of law, corruption perceptions and the overall level of impartiality in the public sector. And, at least weakly, it is related to the length of membership in the EU, while population, unemployment and decentralization appear to have no relation with spatial differences in public sector meritocracy.
Taken together, we think that the measure presented holds water and that the regional differences merit more thorough investigations. 
